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IV- Remarks 

In response to the Office Action mailed July 12, 2004 kindly enter the 
foregoing amendment and consider the following remarks. Pursuant to 37 CFR 
§1.1 12, Applicants request reconsideration of each and every ground of rejection set 

c 

forth in the Office Action. 

The Office Action and the references cited therein have been carefully 
considered. In this Amendment, claiml and 9 have been amended and claims 1 , 3-6 
and 8-9 are pending and are at issue herein. In view of these amendmsnts and the 
following remarks, favorable reconsideration of this application is requested. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC 6112 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph as being 
indefinite. In particular, the Examiner asserts that it is unclear how clciim 9 further 
limits claim 1. Accordingly, the Applicants have amended claim 9 to recite that the 
second layer forms a substrate for installation of the vehicle trim panel such that a 
need for a separate substrate is eliminated. Support for this amendment is found in 
paragraph [0018] of the specification. Reconsideration of the rejection Df claim 9 is 
respectfully requested. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC S103 

Claims 1, 3-5 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sandoe (U.S. Publication No. 2001/0036788) in vievr of Namura 
(U.S. Pat. No. 5,965,251). As will be discussed in more detail below, ev«n assuming 
the propriety of modifying the Sandoe reference with the Namura reference, all 
elements as recited in independent claim 1 have not been taught. 

First, the Applicants note that claim 1 has been amended to recite that the first 
layer is chemically bonded to the second layer, the chemical bond b 3ing formed 
between the polypropylene fibers. This amendment was not made for any reason 
related to patentability as Applicants feel the prior claim language was reasonably 
clear and of the same scope, but have amended claim 1 to further clarify that the 
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chemical bond is formed between the polypropylene fibers In the first and second 
layers, as recited in paragraph [0020] of the specification. 

To the contrary, neither the Sandoe reference nor the Namura reference 
discloses this feature. As noted by the Examiner on page 4 of the Cfflce Action, 
Sandoe fails to teach the first layer having polypropylene, and thus certainly cannot 
teach forming a chemical bond between the polypropylene fibers in I he first and 
second layers. Furthermore, and as also noted by the Examiner, paragraph [0038] 
of the Sandoe reference specifically states that if the decorative fabric covering is 
used, it is attached to the substrate (layers 12, 14 and 16) only as a secondary step. 
Such a secondary step would not included sufficient pressure and heat to undo the 
chemical bonds in the first step for connecting layers 12, 14 and 16 as such a 
secondary step would materially alter the physical properties of th* previously 
connected layers 12, 14 and 16. 

Likewise, the Namura reference specifically states in column 1£, lines 7-20 
that If a decorative layer is used in conjunction with the foam sheet earlier described, 
the method is one which adheres a decorative layer with an adhesive to the foam 
sheet Thus, even when the decorative layer of the Namura reference is used to 
modify the decorative layer of the Sandoe reference, (assuming that propriety of 
such a modification) the combined teachings require that an extra adhe Jive layer is 
used in a secondary step. 

Unlike the Sandoe and Namura references, the present inventior provides a 
vehicle trim panel having a first layer chemically bonded to the second layer, and 
eliminates the need to add a separate coverskin material to form the das s A surface 
which are applied by hand and/or secured with adheslves or mechanical fasteners, 
as described in the Background section of the present invention and paragraph 
(0021 J of the specification. 

The Applicants also note that contrary to the Examiner's assertion, the 
Sandoe reference does not teach that the second and fourth layer can comprise 
natural fibers or a blend including natural fibers. Paragraph [0028] of he Sandoe 
reference states that the core layer 12 can include natural fibers. However, 
paragraph [0031] of the Sandoe reference (discussing layers 14 and 113) does not 
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include any reference to natural fibers, and thus natural fibers are presumably 
specifically excluded by the Sandoe reference as being a portion of layers 14 and 
16. That is, reference to natural fibers in stiffening layers 14 and 16 could have been 
specifically noted, especially since they were explicitly listed ftr layer 12. 
Furthermore, the layers 14 and 16 are structural layers to provide a cerain stiffness 
or support, and the addition of natural fibers could very well reduce the strength 
characteristic of those layers. Thus, the Sandoe reference actually suggests away 
from including natural fibers in stiffening layers 14 and 16. 

With regard to claim 4, the Examiner notes that density is a result effective 
variable for sound absorption capabilities. The Applicants traverse this unsupported 
assertion. First, Applicants direct the Examiner's attention to MPEP § 21 44.03 which 
states that official notice is not appropriate without citing a prior art reference when 
the facts asserted to be well known are not capable of instant and unquestionable 
demonstration. This section states it is never appropriate to rely solely on "common 
knowledge* in the art without evidentiary support in the record. 

fn fact, the Applicants assert that a greater density may reduce sound 
absorption capabilities, explicitly in contrast to the Examiner's assertion. This is 
supported by the Sandoe reference itself, which states in paragraph [C032] T that if 
thermosetting resins are added to the stiffening layers, special care must be taken to 
insure their resin does not block the interstitial spaces between the f bers to the 
degree that the beneficial sound absorption properties of the laminate are lost due to 
the loss of interstitial spaces. That is, the layers being less dense and maintaining 
their interstitial spaces is taught as increasing the sound absorption characteristics. 

Accordingly, it is clear that the Examiner is using hindsight tc reach this 
element of claim 4 by relying on the old doctrine of "discovering an optimum value of 
a result effective variable' 7 which is not only unwarranted, but appears to be factually 
incorrect. The Applicants again remind the Examiner of MPEP § 2144.0S and assert 
that the facts to which the Examiner attempts to take notice are not capable of 
instant and unquestionable demonstration as being well known r due to tha teachings 
of the Sandoe reference itself which was cited by the Examiner in the rejection. 

For these reasons, reconsideration of independent claim 1, ,as well as 
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dependent claims 3-5 and 9 are respectfully requested. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 6 over the Sandoe reference in view of 
Aebischer (U.S. Pat. No. 6,213,557), and has rejected claim 8 over the Sandoe 
reference in view of Spengler (U.S. Pat. No. 5,709,925). First, Applicants note that 
claims 6 and 8 depend from claim 1, and it is unclear how the E>:aminer can 
eliminate the Namura reference from these rejections, as the Namura reference was 
required for the rejection of claim 1. Accordingly, the rejections of claim 6 and 8 are 
specifically traversed for failure to teach a first layer that includes polypropylene as 
recited In claim 1 and for which the Examiner previously relied on he Namura 
reference. 

With regard to the Aebischer reference, the reference is directed to a seat 
suspension panel for supporting the vehicle seat assembly. The suspension panel is 
not in any way an interior trim panel of any sort, and is not exposed to th e interior of 
the vehicle. As such, the seat suspension panel of the Aebischer freferenoe is 
asserted to be non-analogous art, as a person of ordinary skill in art wo jld not look 
to the supporting structure of a seat assembly for teachings on how to foim a vehicle 
trim panel which has a layer exposed to the interior of the vehicle. 

In any event, as dependent claims 6 and 8 depend from fndepenctent claim 1, 
reconsideration of the rejection to claims 6 and 8 is respectfully requested for these 
reasons as well all the reasons given above with regard to the Sandie and the 
Namura references. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the preceding amendments and remarks, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that the specification is in order and that all of the claims are now 
in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that personal conteict would be 
advantageous to the disposition of this case, the Applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner contact the Attorney of the Applicants at the earliest corvenience of 
the Examiner. 

Applicants have calculated no fees to be presently due in connection with the 
filing of this Paper. However, Applicants have authorized charging of any fee 
deficiency to the deposit account of Applicant's assignee, Vision Global 
Technologies, Inc., as indicated in the Transmittal accompanying this Statement. 
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